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ABSTRACT 

This report presents the recommendations of the 
Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) concerning issues in data 
collection on school exit status. Of major concern were: (1) the high 
proportion of students exiting with status unknown, (2) the extreme 
state-to-state variability in reports of basis of exit, and (3) the 
incomparafcility ,f the OSEP data with other sources of information on 
high school completers and dropouts. The following recommendations 
are given: (1) add a count of students who died; (2) alter the 
definition of a dropout to include students not currently enrolled 
who did not exit through defined bases; (3) add a count of students 
who returned to regular education; (4) alter the definition of 
graduation with a certificate to include students who received a 
General Education Diploma through a secondary school program; (5) 
eliminate the category previously called "status unknown" and replace 
with "moved, not known to be continuing"; (6) use the December 1 
child count from the previous year as the Denominator in computing 
rates; and (7) change the time period covered by data coilec*:ion from 
September to June to December 1 to November 30. Attachments include 
descriptions of current dropout and graduation statistics ana a draft 
of proposed instructions and forms for collecting exiting data. 
(DB) 
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Since 1984-85, ite Office of Special Fducation Programs (OSEP) has been collecting data 
from States cm the number of students with disatHlities exiting the educational system by age, 
disability, aiKl basis of exit (graduation with a d^)l(xna, graduaticm with a ceitifiaue^ lead^ 
maximum age, droF^ out, or exit^ with status unknown). In iig^it of cteveloimieius in regular 
education including new indicators of ^hocl completion and new goals regarding gr^uation rau^s, 
OSEP fell that it was ai^MX)priate to examine the quality of tteir exiting data ami identify ways of 
modifying tl^ data collection in order that it would better serve policy makers and practition^TS. 
Three issuer tliai conccrrod OSEP were 1) tii^ hi^ pn:ponion of students exiting with status 
unknown, 2) the extreme Siate-to-State vanalHlity in repoxts of l»sis of exit, mi 3) the 
incomparabiliiy of the OSEP data with other sources of infonnation on high schcK)! completers and 
dropouts. 



Background 

Following the ChariottesviUe Summit, the President and Governors aniK>unced a set of 
educational goals for the nation. One of the goals was to increase tte percentage of students 
graduating from high school lo at least 90 percent by tl^ year 2000. Many questions ^ut the 
indicators used to measurc progress towani attaining that goal remain unanswered. 

Several ancmpts are umlerway to improve the quality of educational indicators. The National 
Fomm on Education Statistics^ has recently puUished its first set of recommendations oititled, A 
Guide to Improving the National Education Data System. Regarding outome data, the Forum 
rccommends that the National Center for Education Statistics (NC^), in cooperation with State 
departments of oiucation, should obtain ai^i periodically report com;»rable J^ate-by-State data on 
school dropouts and completers by rac^ethnicity, sex, and otlK^r important subgroups. The Forum 
recommends that wherever possible, existing measures and data rollecticHi instruments ^Knild be used. 
In general, the Fbmm feels that improving currem instruments ani systems to provide additional 
information or to provide comparable data at the State and National levels should take {Hiority over 
development of another set of instruments or systems and that improvements should focus on better 
coordination of existing national surveys. 

Currently, data on high sdKxA completers and dropouts are (x>Uected arKl {Hiblisiml by NCES, 
the Census Bureau, the Office of Plaiming, BiKlget and Evaluation, arKl the Office of Special 
Education Programs (see attachment A for descrifMicms of each data collection). However, each data 
collection efibrt has a unique set of definitions, and uses denominators to calculate rates or pen^^ges 
that make figures used by OSEP arnl the other federal agencies incomparable. Ttese diffcrmces. 



^The Hawkins-Stafford Education Amendments of 1^8 mandated a Federal-State partnership to 
collect and report education statistics under tl^ auspices of NCES. The Natiorm! Fonun on Education 
Statistics, the primary mechanism for implemoiting those goals, is composed of nearly a hundred 
individuals representing F^eral, State, and local education agencies as wen as other grraps with an 
interest in education data. 
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along with questions about the quality of the State-reponed data coUedsd by OSEP, have raised 
concern amcnig OSEP stafT. Below is a brief description of the OSEP data coUecticm followed by a 
descriipticHi of tbc new NCES dropout data. 



Data Comparability 

Eadi year, in accordance with Section 618 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 
OSEP collects data from States oa the number of students with disaNlities age 14 and older exiting the 
educational system. The data are collected by disability and basis of exit: 

Graduation with <U|^oiiki includes students w!k> exited an ^ucational program 
through ieceipt of a high school diploma identical co that for \Aiiuch mm-disabled 
students are eligible. 

Graduation with certificate includes smd^ts who exited an educaticmal program 
through receipt of a certificate of completion, modified diploma, fulfillment of an lEP, 
or some similar mechanisn. 

Reached maximum age for service includes students who exited ant »lucational 
system as a (X>nsequence of reaching the maximum age for recei{H of special education 
services and did not receive 2 diploma/certificate of completion. 

Dropped out includes ^dents who exitoi tite educational system as a consequeiKe of 
dropping out of school-special e^ucaticm students wIk> formally withdrew from sdiool 
without completing the educational program. If ik) infonnaticm is available as vo 
whether a studwit has dropped out, the student should be reported in Status Unknown. 

Status unknown include students who exited the educational system but specific 
causes of departure co\M not be detennined or were not known. Students who moved 
and are known to be continuing in school ^uld not be iiKluded. 

NCES is currently field testing a tk;w data (X)llection and repotting pnx^s to measure the 
number and rate of dropouts. NCES defu^s a dn^ut as an individual who: 

• was enrolled in school at some time in the previous school year, 

• was not enrolled at the beginning of the current school year, 

• has not graduated from high school or completed a State- or district- 
approved educational program; am! 

• docs not meet any of tlie following exduaonary conditions: 
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transfer to another public school district, [Hivate 
school, or State- or district-f^^Htnred educati(»; 
program; 

temporary absence due to suspension or sctool- 
aRfHt)v«! illiffiss; or 

death. 

NCES is also i»lot testing three different denominators for calculating drt^ut pitqwitions: student 
membership counts at the beginning of the school year, at the end of the k:1kx>1 year, and in the fall of 
tiw following school year. 

In a>mpaiing the OSEP exiting daia with the NCES data, two factors stand out as paniculaiiy 
im>blematic: 1) i«]uiring that students formally witixiraw in onier to be counted as dropouts (Hk: 
current OSEP practice), and 2) using the tota^ number of exiters as the doKjmmator in computing 
dropout and graduation rates when NCES uses j1 membei^p. 



Data Quality 

Several OSEP funded studies have uncovered inoMisistencics in the OSEP exiting data. One 
smdy of three California districts found that of 62 students reported as exiting witili status unknown, no 
more than two had left the educational syst^ at all (MacMiUan, 1990). In a secoid ^dy Westat 
researct^rs found that several States were errorasously rqx>iting studems who r^umed to r^lar 
education as status unknown exiters. As a result, in one State, 59 percent of exiters were reported 
under status unknown. The study uncovered several additional causes for the excessive State variation 
in exiting reports. Brst, States difl^er in minimum cxnnp^ency test requirmc^its and taox tests appear 
to decrease the percentage of students with disabilities exiting with a standard dii:doma (althou^ this 
would m>t influence dropout statistics). SeccnKl, altl»mgh tl% current OSEP (tefinition of a dropout 
should include only students wto officially withdraw, many Smes report students who did not 
officially withdraw in il^ir OSEP dropout counts. Hiese St^oes, on average, report 4 percent more 
dropouts than States reporting oniy fomial withdrawals (Westat, 19W). 



OSEP Exiting Task Force 

OSEP constituted a task force to discuss issues of data quality and comj^rability, and to make 
recommendations for data improvement. The OSEP exiting task force is ccsnpo^ of State directors 
of special educaticm, university researchers, and re{»ie%ntatives of fl^ U.S. Bureau of the Census, 
NCES. the Council of Chief State Sch(X)l Officers, the National Association of State Directors of 
Special Education (NASDSE). and OSEP (see attachment B for a list of the task fonx members). 

The task force discussed many issues before arriving at a set of recommendations for changes 
to tlK OSEP data collection. The issues addressed by tte group and their sul^uem 
recommendations are described in the remainder of this document 



Are the exiting data important to collect and for what purposes? 

Giwen the development of a iksw dropout data collectitm by NCES, the tasdc force considered 
whetl^r tlK OSEP exiting data were still necessaiy and if so. for what puiposes. While recognizing 
the burden associated with the: OSEP data collectirai ^ ta^ force felt tttere several factors that 
justified that burden. The most compelling reas(Hi for continuing the OSEP data collection is that the 
data are not duplicative. Noi» of the other Federal data on dropout and completion rates have the 
specificity of the OSEP data in identifying and de^lnng the exiting status of students with 
Usabilities. While tlK: NCES dropout figure ami several other Federal dropcwt or graduaticm figunK 
may include students with disabilities, a separate rate is mot ccHnputed for disabled ami ixm-disabled 
students. Since disability was not iiK:luded among demogra{^c data cm respondents, a breakdown by 
disabled aivi iKin-disabled respomieius is not possible. Tterefore, d» NCES dsda, as well as other 
sources of infomiation, are inadequate for assessing the extent to which students with disabilities are 
meeting the national goal %t forth by the Governors and tte President at the CharkmesvUle summit, or 
for measuring the success of regular and special education programs in serving students with 
disabilities. 

On a more regulatory level, the Secretary is required under Section 618 of the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) to obtain data on the ..jmber of children and youth with disabilities 
exiting tte »]ucational system each yzdx through program (xonf^tion or other means, by disability 
category and age. The act dbes not require that tibe data be collected tiirou^ a State reporting s)^em. 
However, they must be reported annually for c^h State. Special studies drawing on a repre^ntaiive 
sample of students with disabilities in each State are also an o^on. Ttere are ^me drawbacks 
associated with special studies; they may be subjea to tl^r own sources of samjding or nm-sampling 
error, they would still require Ick^ level data collection, and tl^y are impnunical for data that will be 
collected on a routine basis since most States alre^y collect tlKse data for dieir own puipo^.. 

In addition to Congr^ional reports on the implosientmion of IDEA, the OSEP data are also 
used to target special studies. OSEP has used \hs exiting data to identify stiKlents with i»rticular 
disabilities as being at risk of droj^ing out of school and has funded several dropout prevention 
projects to design programs capable of retaining these at-risk students. Tim OSEP exiting data are also 
used in conjuiKidon with other State-reponed special education data to gofierate and test thrades about 
special education programs. In that regard, the exiting data are just one piece of a rich data source 
provided by tte States to OSEP on smdems with disabilities, the staff thJUl %rve tlKse students, and the 
settings in which the services are provided. 



Can OSEP collect data of suffkieni quality to just^ the burden of dMa collection and meet the 
needK of policy makers and practitioners? 

The task force discussed whether it is possible to coUca exiting data of sufficient quality v> be 
useful u> policy makers and practitioners and justify tl» tnirden associated widi tte colleoion. Tl^ 
studies mentioned earlier found the exiting data to be inaccurate in many cas», and irKX)n5istem from 
Slate to State. Specific problems with the exiting data aiKl pc^sible solutions for tlwse jMoblems were 
discussed. 



The task force felt that having 17 percent of exiters leave with status unknown is a serious 
threat to the validity of the data. Having one State itport almost 60 peroem of their exiters leaving 
through status unbwwn is unaccejHable. Oi^imaUy, OSEP would like to account for the educational 
status of each ^ent with disabilities. While the task force recognizes thai this may not be feasible, 
they believe the number of students unaccounted for should be as small as possiUe. 

According to current OSEP instructions, the stahis unknown count should include studoits who 
moved and were not known to be continuing their education, siudems who died, students «1k> excited 
for otiwr or unknown reasons, and stuttents who stq^ied attending school but did acA officially 
withdraw. Tte State with the largest number and percoitage of students exiting with static unknown 
is California: 14,182 students or 58.9 percent of the State's total exiters were included in this category. 
California accounts for 33 percent of tte nation's mms unknown exiters; Pnmsylvania accounts for 15 
percent: Illinois-- 10 percent, aral Michigan~6 percent Wl«n tl» percentage of the nation's exiters 
leaving through status unkrK)wn is recalculated, excluding those four Stat^, ^ figure drops from 17 
percent to 8 percent (Wcstat, 1990). 

Westai tried to uncover reasons for the high number of status unkiK>wn exiters in these four 
States. The common denominator a{^}ean^ to be tl» inclusion of students who remn^ to r^ular 
education in a>unts of exiters. £>ata managers in three of the four States ^ki^wledged iiKlusion of 
students who returned to regular education in tteir status unknown a}unts. The fownh State, 
California, counts students who rctun^ to regular education on their State exitii^ form, but did m 
know whether or not, for Federal reporting, those students were being included in the status unknown 
count. It is possible that the California SEA is reporting these studoits as status unknown exiters on 
their Federal fonn. It is also possible that LEAs are misreporting studeitt exit status (Westat, 1990). 

Diffcrcriccs in Federal and State data requirements arc central to the reponing proWcams 
described in the Wesiat report. When Slates try to compile kxally submitted data that include 
elements such as returned to regular education, they may enoiK»u$Iy pl^ these studotts in status 
unknown category. Some States have developed onnp^ex crosswaUcs to convert local am! StaK; data 
into Federal reporting categories. Others may be unable or unvnlling to do so, leading to inaccur^y 
in Federal reporting. States using tlK same data elonents ai¥i definiticHis as qxxnfied m flie OSEP 
exiling form report 9.1 percent of exiters in the status unknown category comi»red to 21J5 percent for 
Sutes using different data elements. 

The disproportionate use of the status unknown category by a few Sta^ suggests that the 
figure does not reflect the actual exiting status of students iHit may result frcnn differcsK^s in reporting 
practices. Hierefore. by providing technical assi^ance to tlx; Stat^ with high status unkiK>wn counts 
and improving the OSEP instmctions and forms, tte number and percentage of students exiting 
through status unknown may be significantly reduced. In ^diticHi, if many Stat^ are coll«:ting data 
th^ are more detailed than the OSEP data, including such elements as retuimi to regular education, 
perhaps OSEP s^uld consider an appropriate way to both enhaiK^e and improve tteir own data by 
adding data elements that mirror State reporting requirements. In some cases, tt% additional burden of 
revising old data elements or adding new ones to match those collected by States agoicies, may be 
quite small, yet may greatly enhance the quality and value of the exitii^ data. In each instance, 11% 
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task force tried to weigh the costs and benefits of reccmimended changes to the OSEP data elements to 
detenniiK; if the expeaed improvement in data justified the additional biiden to State and tocsi 
agencies. 



In what -ways could the OSEP exiting data he improved to reduce misr^MMrting and make the 
data nwre valuable to policy makers? 

The task force ccMisidered several ways to improve the quality of the OSEP exiting data ^nc to 
make tte data more (x>mparable with NCES dropout data, firsu by refining the OSEP data elements, 
and second, by changing the way the data are analyzed. 

The task force believed that to '-nprove tf« quality of tlw data. OSEP must reduce the 
percentage of students reported as exiting with ^tus unkiK}wn. Several proposed changes in the data 
elements were designed, at least in pan, to serve this puipose: adding a count of students who died, 
changing the OSEP dcfuiiiicm of a dropout, and adding an exit categcxry for ^doits who returned to 
regular education. The task force felt that tbe pen^tage of stwtents reputed as exiting with status 
unknown should be as small as possible. Therefore, by breaking the category into several smaller 
categories. data would be more accurate and more useful to policy makers. 

• Should OSEP add an exit category for students who died? 

Data from nine States indicate that 0.7 percent of students with disabilities exiting the 
educational system arc accounted for by deaths (Westat, 1^). While this is a relatively small 
number, the task force felt that it was worthwhile to di^nguish these students frsm those who exited 
for unknown reasons. Ba:ause at least 16 States already collect data on student cteaths. ihs task force 
felt that the burden associate with the new data element would not be excessive. Fuithennore. these 
exittngs are unpreventaWe and the task fora felt tl^y ^uld not be grouped with ollKr cxiters 
because a student death is generally not a rcOection an educaticmal success or failure. 

• Should OSEP adopt the NCES definithn of a dropout? 

One reason for the large number of studaiis cumently r^rtcd to OSEP as status unknown 
exiters is the exclusionary deHnition of a dropout used by OSEP. Bixame students must formally 
withd.aw in order to be considered dropouts, many students who are known to have droj^ied out of 
school but who have not withdrawn are recorded as status unfctwwn exiters, as th& OSEP instructions 
require. 

In order to get a more accurate view of the dropout problem aiKl make data more comf^rable 
with NCES. the task force felt that OSEP should consider an altOTiative definition of dropouts that 
was more inclusive, counting students who did not withdraw as well as those that did. The task force 
recommends adoption of the NCES dropout definition; however, some alterations are i»cessary to 
accommodate issues speciflc to ^cial education and special education data collection. The proposed 
OSEP definition of a dropout would include stwlcnts wl» were enrolled in the previous year, arc not 
currently enrolled, and did not exit through any of the other defined bases. 
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This differs from the NCES definition in several ways. Students with disabilities who exit by 
reaching the maximum age for service would not be counted as diopouts under ins OSEP definiticm. 
but would be counted under the NCES deflnidon. This is a rdativdy small group of stiKlents; in 
1988-89. about 2 peicoit of students wiA disabilities exiting tt» educ^onal system did so by reaching 
the maximum age. However, the task force belkved it was important to retain this OSEP exit 
category and distinguish these students fiom dropouts since^ in eflect, the school system is 
discontinuing service to the students; tiK studeitis are not choosing to leave tte system. One 
additional difference between tte proposed OSEP definition of a dropout and the NCES defmitim 
relates to the period of time covered by the data collectifm. The NCES data cover a sctool year and 

sub^uent summer. However, NCES has yet u> finalize the pr»:ise data (X)llectiCHi dates; these 
issues wiD be settled following the field test For several reasons, the task force lecommeiKli^- that the 
OSEP exiting data cover the perial from December 1 of the previ(Mis j«ar to November 30 of the 
current year. Since stanite requires a December 1 child count date, the ta^ force felt that a 
December 1 to November 30 exiting count would not inirden ttie States with an ^iditional data 
reporting task and would allow for the use of child count as the dencmiinator in ccnnimting completion 
and dropout rates. (This issue is discusK^ more fully in the sectitm on data analysis.) The task force 
had no reascm to believe that the differences in time span would affect the comparability of the OSEP 
and NCES data. 

Should OSEP add a data element on returned to regular education? 

Several members of the task force felt that as an educational iixlicator. a count of the number 
or percentage of smdenis with disabilities reluming to regular education would be valuable in assessing 
the success of special education programs. Other monbers of the task force pointed out that in some 
cases, a return to regular education is not a positive outcome. For example, if a parent is unh^:f^ 
with their child's special education pmgram, they may withdraw tl» child firon: special education and 
return them to regular education. For this Kasx)n, the task fon» recommended the Edition of a 
composite "remriKd to regular education" data element, bat also requested that special studies be 
undertaken to assess the reasons behind the returns to regular diucation. 

In addition, the research suggests that many of the students reponed as status unkiK>wn exiters 
aaually returned to regular education. Therefore, it seems that tlK addition of a retun^ to regular 
education data element would reduce the number ard percentage of students r^rted as exiting 
through status unkrKiwn. This, however, would change the focus of Uie OSEP exiting data, from 
students exiting the entire educational system to students exiling special education. 

At least 20 States are already collecting data on students with disal»lities returning to regular 
educaiioa The use of this datum clement at the State level suggests that State-level polic> makers 
find this indicator valuable. 

« Should the status unknown exit category be renamed? 

If the status unknown category is broken into several parts to distinguish amcHig midents who 
died, returned to regular education, or dropped out, tlK only ^dents lemaimng in that category are 
students wIk) moved and were not known to be continuing their education. The ta^ forKi discussed 
the option of either chanting the title of the revised status unkiwwn category to more accurately reflea 
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the composition of studems - moved, not known to be cor.tinuing, or diminating tlw category 
altogether. Some task force members felt that there would always be a small group of studcitts whose 
status was unknown and therefore that tlK status unknown categoiy shcwld be retained. Otitis felt 
that a student who cannot be located, is not known to have died, returned to regular education, or 
withdrawn, can be assumed to have moved. The pn^x)^ dropcnit (tefiiution counts all students not 
included in the other categories. Therefore, eliminating tte stams unknown category would essoitially 
add the ^udents with status unkiwwn to the count of dn^xiuts. While pnq;x)sed diange of ibe 
status unknown exit category to moved, not kaawn to be omtinuing is included in the list of task force 
recommeiKlations, fiitther discussion may be required on this i^sue. 

ShouJd the definition of a cer^ficate of completion be revised? 

It came to the attention of the exiting task force that some lEPs are specifying GED receipt as 
a projected outc(»ne of a studem*s special education program and that some indents with disabilities 
arc taking GED examinations while sail! enrolled in school. GED programs are sui^nsed to operate 
thmugh adult education programs and only serve students who have already droj^d out of sdtool. 
However, in onler to accurately reflect Uie exiting status of those studeaits who take a GED without 
dropping out, tite task forre recommends expanding \hz current definition of graduation with a 
certificate to include these students. 



Task Force Recommendations Regarding Data Elements 

Based on the discussions of the task force, ihe group hKl several rccommemiations for 
changing the data elements (X)lleaed by OSEP, indudii:g tiic addition of several new data elements 
and revisicms to several currem data elements. The goals of these revisons are to make the OSEP 
data comparable with other measures of completion colleaed by NCES and the Census Bureau and to 
provide more accurate, detailed information to policy makers regarding the exiting stams of smidents 
witii disabilities (see attachment C for draft instructions and form for reporting exiting data as 
proposed). 

1. Add a count of students who died. 

2. Alter the definition of a dropout to include students wlw were enrolled on December 1 
of the previous year, are not currcntiy eiuoUed, and did not exit through any of die 
other defined bases. 

3. Add a count of students who relumed to regular educaticai. 

4. Alter die definition of graduation witii a certificate to include students who received a 
GED through a secondary school program. 

The task force felt that further discussion was requiresd on die issue of swdenis who moved and were 
not known to be continuing tiieir education. While recommendation 5A is usttJ in the pnHotype of die 
insuiiaions arid fonns. this issue requires additional thought aiKl consideration. 
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5A. Replace the status unknown category with a new categoiy called moved, not known to 
be continuing. 

SB. Eliminate the category previously called ^atus unknown. 

In Edition to discussing the actual data elemoits, ^ task force al^ discussed ways of 
analyzing the OSEP exiting data to increase its effectiveness in infonning s^etolders and :haping 
policy. 

• Should (/SEP change the denominaior used for computing dropout 
and graduation proportions? 

Cuirently, OSEP computes its dropout and completion proportions using the number of exitcrs 
as a denominator. All of the other agencies coll&ning data cm hi^ school comi^etion or dropouts use 
some count of total membership as the denominator in onnputiiig rates. H^refore, in order to make 
U)e figures more comparable, the task force considered whether OSEP should use a different 
denominator in computing dropout and completion proportions. 

OSEP (»nducK a census of students with disabilities on December 1 of each year. Therefore, 
the task force felt that this December 1 child coimt would best serve as a denominator in computing 
rales. 

Using child count as a denominator introduces students who remained in ^)ecial education and 
students who returned to regular education into the ctenominator. By addirg a returned to regular 
education exit category, those students not exiting through any of the described bases can be assumed 
to have remained in special education. This allows policy makers to acoiunt for the educational status 
of a much larger population of students than is currently tlK; as shown in figure 1. In ftidition. 
the data on dropout and completion rates would be more a>mparable with NCES dropout figures. 

UiKier the current OSEP data collection, students remaining in scIkx)! are not inducted in the 
denominator for calculating graduation or dropout proportions. TTk child count deaK»ninmor would be 
significantly laiiger than the denominator currently usexi, all exiting students. However, the number of 
students exiting would be unchanged except for tite addition of ttK)se students remming to regular 
cdiKatioa Uang the child count denominator, the proportion of students (especially those ages 14, 
15, and 16) leaving under each basis would be smaller than in the pa.st TIk task force believes it is 
important to point out the difTerences between the rates (xmipuied under tl^ current system aiKl those 
computed under the proposed system so graduation and dropout rates will not be misinteipreted as 
having changed dramatically from one year to tl« next. 

Using the child count from the previous December 1 to caloilatc the dropout and completion 
rates for the year would require that students exiting special education be counted from December 1 to 
November 30. rather than over tte course of a school year. Becau% the child count is c»iuluct«l on 
December 1, movii^ the exiting count dates guarantees that students in the numerator (cxiters) are also 
in the deiwminator (child count). To further this goal, only students recorded on the December 1 child 
count would be included in itr. exit count Thai is, students with disabilities who movoi into tt» 
district or State, or students who were newly refened to special education after Deoumber 1 would iK)t 
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Figure 1 

Model for Tracking Students with Disabiiities 




YEAR A 

December 1 
Child Count 




Sludents Remaining tn Special Education 



r YEAR B 

December 1 
Child Count 




be counted as exiters if they left special education between the time of arrival and December ! of the 
following year. 

A draft of tlK instnictions aisi form for leponing exiting data under tte pn:^x}sed system is 
include in attachment C. 

How fflf//Ar the proposed exiting ^km be autfyzed? 

The proposed data collection will pennit it& calculation of age-^)eci{ic and cumulative dic^ut 
rates. For example, anal} sis of the data will pnxiuce an age-qxxific dropout rate; for all studems age 
14 on December 1 of year A, x percent dropped out over the couise of one year. However, students 
are at risk of droj^g out not only at one specific age, but at each age. Tl» age-specific rates may be 
combined so that for a new group of 14 year olds, OSEP can compute a cumulative rate for flie entire 
age span included in secoridary school (14-21). That is, of a group of students with disaKlities age 
14, X percent will drop out in year 1 (at age 14); of the remaining students finishing year 1, y percent 
will drop out in year 2 (at age 15); of those who completed years 1 and 2, z percent will drop out in 
year 3 (at age 16), and so on through year 8 (age 21), resulting in an overall 8-year combined dn^ut 
rale, inis process for computing age-specific and cumulative dropout rales may also be used to 
compute similar graduation or completion rates. 



Task Force Recommendations Regarding Analysis 

6. Use the December 1 child count from the previcms year as the denominator in 
computing rates. 

7. Change the time period covered by the data collection from September - June, to 
December 1 - November 30. 



What are proposed uses of the data as revised? 

Data may be used to identify problems, to evaluate programs, to document duuiges over time 
or across jurisdictions. TIk OSEP exiting data may be usol by Federal, State, ai^ local officials for 
any or all of these purposes. The im>posed revisions to tte OSEP exiting data will pennit 
compaiisons with dropout and completion rates for iKm-disabled students, som^hing iK)t possible 
umier the current system. Also, with improvements in the ccmiparability of data across States, 
difference from one jurisdiction to another may be more meaningful than at present One of tlK 
difficulties in changing any data system, and tl% OSEP exiting data are no exception, is that changes 
over time will be difficult to interpret if the analysis includes pre- and post-ievisicm data. 

Hiere are several specific uses of the revised data that the task force discussed. Om intended 
use would be to supplement the NCES data collectioa While students with disabilities may be 
included in the NCES pilot data collection, the data are not broken out by disabled and iK}n-disabled 
individuals. Hie proposed OSEP data collection coulJ provide a comparison betw^ tlK gei^ral 
poimlation and a subpopulaUon that is assumed to ha\'e an esprcially high dropout rate. 
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OSEP exiting data could also be used to im[Ht)ve otter dfx>pout and graduation data 
collected by Fe(teral agencies. For example, in seme States, data for tbe Depaitmem of Education's 
State Ferfonn^Ke Repon do not include students with disatalit^ in counts of graduates, making tl» 
dati: incomj^raUe ^;ross States. Other States awanl standan! hi^ school dqdcnnas to studexis who 
meet modified gr^luatiai requirements while otters award modified di^omas. By effecting 
infonnaticm on stwients with dis^Hliti^ exiting special education said using child count ^ tte 
denominator in calculating graduation rates, tte OSEP data could te used to su{^^mem ^ Smc 
Performance Report data in those States that exclude studoits witili disatnlities fi^ their graduatiim 
counts. This would impmvc tte comparability of tte graduation data iHesented m tte perfonnaiK:e 
Chan. 



Requests for Input 

OSEP recognizes tte time required for State and local education agencies to implement 
changes in data colleciirai and reporting. In addition, OSEP is interested in soliciting ftedbadc from 
stakeholders on tte benefits and costs of opcrationalizing tte changes proposed by tte task force. 
Ttercfore, OSEP is requesting that agencies affected by tte proposed change or those wte have 
potential uses for tte OSEP exiting data respond to tte following set of question. 

• Are these data that would te usefiil at the State and local levels? 



OSEP mtends to discuss ite proposed changes at several upcoming meetings, including a meeting of 
tte State directors of special olucation and the State special education data managers. Tte tentative 
schedule for review and implementation of tte propped changes is as follows. 



Are tterc particular factors that would impede collc^on of proposed 
data elements? 



How much additional burden would aa;ompany proposed changes? 



March 1991 



Annual Conference on the Management of Federal/ Slate Data Systems-review 
by State data managers 



April 1991 



OSEP Meeting of State Directors of Special Education-review by State 
directors 



May/June 1991 



Site visits to assess the feasibility of implementing proposed changes in data 
coUcction 



1992-93 



Transition year-overl^ tetween rew data collection and old data collection. 
School year 1992-93 data coDected under old system, December 1992- 
December 1993 data coll«:ted under new system. 



Decemter 1993 



New data collection in place 
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ATTACHMENT A 

DESCRIPTIONS OF CURRENT DROPOUT AND GRADUATION STATISTICS 
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U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Educatim Programs 



Each year, in accordance with Section 618 of the Individuals with Dis2A>iIities Education Act, 

OSEP collects data from States on tte number of students with disabilities age 14 and older exiting the 

educational system. The data are collected by age, disability, and basis of exit: 

Graduation with diploma includes students who exited an educational program 
through receiiH of a high school diploma identical to that for whidi im-disabled 
students are eligible. 

Graduation with certificate includes students who exited an educaticHial program 
through receipt of a certificate of completion, modified diploma, fulfiUmem of an lEP, 
or some similar mechanism. 

Reached maximum age for service includes students who exited the educational 
system as a consequence of reaching tlw maximum a^ for r»::eipt of special education 
services and did not receive a diploma/certificate of completion. 

Dropped out includes smdems who exited the educational system as a consequence of 
droi^ing out of school-special education stiiJ^ts w1k> formally withdrew from $d[KX>l 
withoul completing the educational program. If no informatitm is available as to 
whether a smdent has dropped out. the smd^t should be report^ in Stams Unkiwwn. 

Status unknown includes students who exited tl% educational system but specific 
causes of departure could not be determined or were not known. Students who moved 
and are known to be continuing in school slK)uld not be included. 

The proportions of students exiting through each basis are computed using the total number of 
exiters as the denominator. 
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U.S. Department of Education, State Educaticm Perfbnnance Rq»rt 



NCES coDects data from States to compute the graduation rate presented in this annual 
document. The figure is obtained by dividing the number of public high school gr^uates in each 
State by the public ninth grade enrollment four years eailier. 

Ninth grade enrollments include a pro-rated portion of tlK seccHidaiy school students who were 
unclassified by grade and graduation rates are con«:ted for interstate pO|wlation migraticai using data 
from the U.S. Census Bureau. 
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U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey 



This monthly, nationally representative survey of housetolds is ^i^lemented once a year to 

■ collect data on high school completion. Data are collected on each member of t3t» house)K)Id. 
B Respondents are asked if they were enrolled in %hool one year prior to the survey date, if they 

graduated, and if ihey are still enrolled. The number of dropouts for a given year is calculated by 
I dividing the number of students who were enrolled in ite previous year, are not currently enrolled, aiKl 

m did not graduate, by the number of persons who were enrolled in the previous year. This data 

collection provides the information necessary to comjxjte a basic dropout rate; that is what proportion 

■ of those persons who were in schcx)! approximately one year ago are not in sdtool one year later. Vk 
^ general compnitation formula for the 1-year rate from grade x is: 

* A 

A + B 

* where: A = number of persons with grade x-1 completed who were airoUed in sctoot last 

year and are nul currently mrolled 

■ B = number of persons with grade x completwl who were enrolled last year and are 

currently enrolled 

I In computing the rate for twelfth grade, a modification is necessary, since many pereons who 

■ succtSGfuUy complete grade 12 will mt be enrolled in the fall ficrflowing graduation. In tiiis case, the 
value for B is taken to be the number of persons who ere enrolled in the previous fall, and graduated 

I in tiiC spring (as determined from a question that asks high Kdiool graduates for tl»ir year of 

■ graduation). 

The CPS data can also be used to compute 3-year rates, combining the dropout rates for 
I grades 10, 11, and 12. For example, if the estimated grade specific rales were 3.7, 4.5, and 7.5 

_ percent for a hypothetical group of 1,000 new 10th graders, about 37 would drop out in grade 10; of 

* the remaining 963 who complete grade 10, 43 would drop out in graie 11; and of tiK remaining 920 
I students, about 69 would drop out in grade 12. The three-year combined dropout rate would be 

149/1000 or 14.9 percent 
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The Department of Education's National Center for Education Statistics 



During the 1989-90 school year, NCES field tested a new data collection aiMl rcpoiting {rocess 
to measure the number and rate of dropouts. NCES defines a dropout as an individual who: 

1) was enrolled in school at some time in the previous school year, 

2) was not enrolled at the beginning of the cuneni school year, 

3) has not graduated from high school or completed a State- or district- 
approved educational program; and 

4) does not meet any of the following exclusionary conditions: 

transfer to another public sdiool distria, private 
sch(K)l. or State- or distria-a^Jroved education 
program; 

temporary absence due to suspension or school- 
approved illness; or 

death. 

NCES is also pilot testing three different denominators for calculating dropout proportions: student 
membership counts at the beginning of the sch(K)l year, at the end of the school year, and in the fall of 
the following school year. 

The NCES dropout data, which will be added to the Common Core of Data in 1991-92, will 
provide dropout information for grades 7-12 by ethnic group and gender. Data will be reported by 
districts, through State agencies, to NCES. 
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Council of Chief Stale ScIkxjI Officers' Recommendations 



In Older to determine the success of our schools in l^Iping students complete a secondaiy 
education, there must be more comparable and complete data on high school gr^usaes and other 
completer. Recommendations were made by the Council of Chief State School Officers' Education 
Data Improvement Project to the National Center for Educaticn Statistics for imptoving the quality of 
the data collected on high school completers. A key retximmendation focu^ cai refining tlx: 
definitions of the categories of completers currently colleaed in the Commcm Core of Data Surveys. 
The current definitions and the proposed refinements arc listal below. 



Regular Diploma Recipients 

Count of individuals ^ ho received a regular diploma during tbe previous school year and 

subsequent summer school. 

Refined Definition 

Graduates who receive a Regular High School Diploma 
Complete Carnegie units and performance requirements 
Traditional High School Program 
EXCLUDE: Non-tradition program completers 

GED Tests Cranpteteis 

Non-Regular Special Education Completers 



Other Diploma Recipients 

Count of individuals who received a diploma from other than the regular school program 

during the previous school year and subsequent summer school. 

Refined Definition 

Graduates who receive a High School Diploma 
Complete Can^gie units and perfonnance requirements 
Non-Traditional or Alternative School Program 
Only perscms age 19 or yomgcr 
EXCLUDE: GED Tests Completers 

Non-Regular Special Education Completers 



r 
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High Schod Equivalency Redpients 

Count of mdivdiuals from this agency age 19 or younger wIk) have leceived a high school 

equivalency certificate during tl^ previous school year ami sub^uent summer. 

Refined Definition 

Persons age 19 or younger 

High SctKxd EHi^oma or Cenificate iqx)n completion of the GEO testing lequiremoits 

and other State requirements 
Previous calendar year 



Other High ^hool Completers 

Count of individuals who have received a certificate of attendance or other cenificate of 
completion in lieu of a diploma during the previous school year and subsequent summer sch(X}L 

Refined Definition 

Persons receiving an exiting credential for hi^ school anemianoe or completion 

of a Kcondary program 
Persons who failed to complete all requirements for a Reg;ular High School Diploma 
INCLUDE: Persons completing Special Education Programs with different 

requirements 
EXCLUDE: GED Tests Completers 
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ATTACHMENT C 

DRAFT OF PROPOSED INSTRUCTIONS AND FORMS FOR COLLECTING 

OSEP EXmNG DATA 
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TABLE 4 



REPORT OF CHILDREN AND YOUTH WITH DISABO-ITIES EXITING 
SPECIAL EDUCATION FROM DECEMBER 1. 1992 - NOVEMBER 30, 1993 

Instnictions 

SECTION 618(b) OF P L. 99-457 AUTHORIZES THE SECRETARY TO COLLECT SUCH 
INFORMATION AS IS NECESSARY FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS ACT. 

General Instructions 

In Section A, provide a count of the numbc. of children and youth with disabilities reported under 
Chapter 1. ESEA (SOP) and IDEA, Part B on the December 1 1992 child count who exited special 
education from December 1. 1992 to November 30, 1993. Data are to be provided by age, disabUity, 
and basis of exit. Only students who were included in the child count for December 1, 1992 should 
be included on this form. 

Sampling Guidelines 

One of two sampling plans may be employed. First, States may choose to collect data from all 
districts, samjding students within districts. SecoiMl, States may use a iwo-iiercd sampling plan 
wherein districts are sami^ed and then students arc sampled widrni districts. 

In sampling districts, all districts over 25,000 ADM must fc^ induded in the samjde and a random 
sample of the remaining districts over 500 ADM must be used.^ The total number of districts 
sampled must equal 1(X); if the total number of dis^cts in the Stale is 100 or less, data must be 
collected from all districts. For example, if a State has 700 school districts over 500 ADM and 10 
districts with an ADM over 25,000, the 10 large districts must be included, ami at least 90 of the 
remaining 690 districts must be included in the sample. It is rcccwnmendcd that every second, third, 
fourth, etc. district be included for ease of weighting the data collected. In the examine noted, it is 
recommended that every seventh district be sampled, i.e., that 99 districts (690/90=7.67 or 7 - round 
down to assure enough districts) be included in the random sample. Therefore, a total of 109 districts 
would be sampled for the State. 

For student sampling, whether for all districts or for a sample of districts, data must be collected on 
each Federal disability. All students whose domicile is in a distria must be cancfidaies for tl» sample, 
including those students served in cooperatives and/or intermediate units or in r^dential programs out 
of the district Districts with ADMs over 25,000 should sample 1/10 or 100 students (whidievcr is 
greater) of their students in each disability category. A minimum sample of 100 must be used all 
districts except where the total number in a disability category is less than 100. In the latter case, data 
must be collected for all students in that category. 



States with more than 25 districts with ADMs over 25,000 must ^Jiclude all districts over 50,000 
ADM, and the remaining districts must be sampled. 
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In districts with ADMs under 25,000, where the child count for a Federal disalHlity is over 400, 1/4 or 
100 (whicl^ver is greater) of the students with that comlition must be sampled. Where flie child count 
for a condition is under 400, data must be collected on a samfde of 100 students; where there arc 
fewer than 100 students in a category, data must be coll«ned on all students. 

Specific Instruciions 

Section A 

In these tables, enter an unduplicated count of all children and youth with disabilities, by age category 
and disability, who were recorded on the 1992 December I child c»um and exited special education 
from December 1, 1992 to November 30, 1993. Students who were identified as m^ng special 
education or who moved into the catchment area after December 1, and therefore did not ai^x^ on 
the December 1 1992 child count, should NOT be reconJed on this fonn. Place zeroes (0) in 
categories where no children have exited the program. Code (-9) for categories not used by the State. 

Row A Total who were served in special education on December 1 of 1992 \m between 

December 1 , 1992 and November 30, 1993 have returned to the regular education 
program either because they were; 

• declassified; 

• found ii^iigible for special education; 

• were withdrawn from special education at a parent's 
request; or 

• were relumed to regular education for somt other 
reason. 

Row B Total who exited an educational program through t&xipt of a high schtwl 

diploma identical to that for which students without disabiliti^ arc eligible. 

Row C Total who exited an educational program through receijH of a (%itificate of 

completion, modified diploma, fiilfillmm of an lEP, or some similar 
mechanism. Also includes students w1k> received a GED through a program 
administered by the school district (Do iK>t include students v/ho received a 
GED through an adult education program or students who returned to regular 
education after completing an lEP). 

Row D Total who exited special education as a ccms^uence of reaching the maximum 

age for receipt of special education services-studrats with disabilities who 
reached the maximum age and did not receive a diploma/ceitificate of 
completion. 



Row E 



Total who died. 
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Row F Total who moved out of ttK; catchment area and are not known to be 

cominuing in aiKtther educational program. Do not imdude in these counts 
students who moved and weie known to be continuing tl^ir education in 
another catchment area. 

Row G Total who were enrolled on I>ecanber 1 of 1992, were not enrolled on 

December 1. 1993. and did not exit through any of the other bases described. 

Row H Total of rows (A)-(G). 
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U.S. OEPARTMEHT OF BXJCATION 
0FFK:E0F ^>ECiAL EDUCATION 
AM) f^iABHJTATlVE SERVICES 
OFFICE OF SPEOAL EDUCATICW 
PROGRAMS 



PART III. TABLE 4 

REPORT OF: (A) CHILDREN AND YOUTH WITH DISABIUTIES EXITING 
SPECIAL EDUCATION FROM DECEMBER 1. 1992 - NOVEMBER 30. 1993 



SECTION A 



BASIS OF EXIT: 



in BETURW TO REOULAW EDUCATION 



(B) ORADUAHON WITH DIPLOMA 



(C) BRADUATION TMTOUOH CERTIFICATION 



ten ygACHED MAXIMUM AQE 



(gPlED 



(f=) H/K>VED. NOT KNOWN TO BE CONTINUING 



(H) TOTAL (OF ROWS A-Q) 



DISABILITY/AGE 



MENTALLY RETARDATION 



14 



15 



16 



17 



18 



19 



20 



21 



22* 



BASIS OF EXIT: 

(A) RETURN TO REGULAR EDUCATION 

(B) ORiWJUATION WITH DIPLOMA 

(C) GRADUATION THROUGH CERTIFICATION 
(O) REACHED MAXIMUM AQE 


DISABILITY/AGE 
HEARING IMPAIRMENT 






14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22* 


{E)OIED 

(F) MOVED, NOT KNOWN TO BE CONTINUING 

(Q) DROPPED OUT 

{Hi TOTAL {OF TOWS A-Q) 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT EDUCATION 
OFFICE OF SPEQAL EDUCATION 
AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES 
(^FK^E OF »>ECiAL EDUCATON 

PROGRAMS PART III, TABLE 4 

REPORT OF: (A) CHILDREN AND YOUTH WITH DISABILITIES EXITING 
SPECIAL EDUCATION FROM DECEMBER 1. 1992 - NOVEMBER 30. 1993 



SECTION A 



• 

BASIS OF EXIT: 


DISABILITY/AGE 


DEAFNESS 


14 


IS 


18 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22^ 


W RETURN TO REGULAR EDUCATION 




















(B) QRADUATK>N WITH DIPIOMA 




















lO GRADUATION THROUGH CERTIFK^ATtON 




















(Q) REACHH) MAXnyiUiyi AGE 








































if) MOVED. WT KNOWN TO BE CONTINUING 




















(0)OROPFEOOUT 




















(H) TOTAL {OF TOWS A-G) 























DISABItlTY/AGE 


BASIS OF EXIT: 


SPEECH OR LANGUAGE IMPAIRMENT 




14 


15 


18 


17 


IS 


19 


20 


21 


22* 


(A) RET JRN TO REGULAR EOUCATION 




















m GRADUATKM WITH DIPLOMA 




















(C) GRAOUATK>N THROUGH CERTiFICATiON 




















ID) REMANED MAXIMUM AGE 




















(E)DIED 




















tF) MOVED, NOT KNOWN TO BE CONTtNUiNQ 




















(G) DROPPED OUT 




















m TOTAL PF ROWS A-G) 





















U.S. DEPARTWENT OF EOUCATiON 
OPF»E OF SreCIM. B}lK;ATtON 
AND raH/eiLiTATfVE S£RVK;ES 
OFFICE OF SPECIAL B)UCATION 

p^^s PART Ml. TABLE 4 



REPORT OF: (A) CHILDREN AND YOUTH WITH DISABILITIES EXITING 
SPECIAL EDUCATION FROM DECEMBER 1, 1992 - NOVEMBER 30. 1993 



SECTION A 



BASIS OF EXIT: 


DISABILITY/AGE 


VISUAL IMPAIRMENT 


14 


IS 


10 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 




W »«TURN TO REOULAR EDUCATION 




















(B) qraix;atk»4 with diploma 




















OnADUATiON THROUQH CERTIFK;ATR>N 




















(0) REACHED MAXIMUM AQF 




















<5WED 




















(f) MO^. NOT Kr«>WN TO BE CONTINUINQ 




















(a)DROPPa>OUT 




















(H) TOTAL (OF ROWS A-Q) 





















BASIS OF EXIT: 


DiSABiLiTY/AGE 


SERIOUS EMOTIONAL DISTURBANCE 


14 


15 


16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22« 


(A) fffiTURN TO REGULAR EDUCATION 




















(8) aRMHIATroN WITH OIPL(»IA 




















(d QRADUAT«7N THROUGH CERTIFICATK7N 




















(D) REACHED MAXIMUM AOE 








































(F) m>ym. not khowh to be continuing 




















(a}DROn*B)CHJT 




















m TOTAL (OF ROVra A-Q) 
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U,a DEPARTMENT Of EDUTCATION 
C^^roe Of SPECIAL BnK^ATION 
AMO WHMHJTATfVE SEIZES 
OF W»ECrAL SniCATrON 

PROORAMS PART lit. TABLE 4 



REPORT OF: (A) CHILDREN AND YOUTH WITH DISABILITIES EXITING 
SPECIAL EDUCATION FROM DECEMBER 1 . 1992 - NOVEMBER 30, 1993 



f^TIONA 

BASIS OF EXIT: 


DISABILITY/AGE 


ORTHOPEDIC IMPAIRMENT 


14 15 1« 17 




21 




(A) RrrURH TO REGULAR EDUCATION 




















(B) QRADUATtON WITH 0IR.OMA 




















^ ORADUATIOH TMTOIIOH CERTIFrCATKIN 




















ffl) REACHED MAXmUM APE 




















feoiED 




















(F) Move). NOT KNOWN TO BE CONTINUING 




















(Q)Dm>F^S>OUT 




















(H) TOTAL (OF ROWS A-Q) 





















BASIS OF EXIT: 


DISABILITY/AGE 


OTHER HEALTH IMPAIRMENT 


14 15 IS t7 ia ^s 


20 


21 


22+ 


(A) RETUm TO REGULAR EDUCATION 




















(B) QRAOUATION WITH DIPLOMA 




















(C) QRAOUATION THROUGH CERTIFICATION 




















{0} REACHED MAX^UM AGE 




















(E)D1ED 




















{F) MOVED. NOT KNOWN TO BE CONTINUING 




















|a)D«5FPED0UT 




















(H) TOTAL (OF TOWS A-Q) 
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0.8. DEFARTMENT OF EOUCATJON 
OFFKSE OF S»>GCIM. EDUCATION 
Mm REHABILITATIVE SERVICES 
0FFK;E of SPKtAt EDUCATION 

PROQRAMS PART III, TABLE 4 

REPORT OF: (A) CHILDREN AND YOUTH WITH DISABILITIES EXITING 
SPECIAL EDUCATION FROM DECEMBER 1, 1992 - NOVEMBER 30, 1993 



SECTKJNA 



BASIS OF EXIT: 


DISABIUTY/AGE 


SPECIRC LEARNING DISABILITY 


14 


15 


19 


17 


IB 


18 


20 


21 




(m RETURN TO REGULAR ED1K:ATK)N 




















(B) QRADUATK)N WITH DtPLmff A 




















tCI QfWniATK>N THR0iM3IH CERTIFICATSQN 




















(D) REACHED MAXIMUM AQE 




















(E)DiED 




















(F) UOVEO, NOT KNOWN TO BE CONTiNUIHQ 




















(Q}DmPPE0OUT 




















(H) TOTAL {OF KfWB A-OJ 





















BASIS OF EXIT: 


DISABILITY/AGE 


DEAF-BLINDNESS 


14 


15 


ie 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22^ 


(AJ RETURN TO REGULAR EDUCATION 




















IB) ORAOUATfON mTH OiR.OMA 




















{C} OBMJUATiON THROUGH CERTIFICATION 




















(D) f^ACHED MAXIMUM AQE 




















{E)01ED 




















(F) li^VED, NOT KNOWN TO BE CONTtNUiNQ 




















{G)Df^PED OUT 




















(H) TOTAL (OF mWS A-Q) 





















ERIC "^^ 4() 



us. CCPARTMENT OF BHJCATtON 
CH'RCE OF »>e:»AL enK;ATK>N 
Mm KHA8H.tTAnV£ 8£BVtCE8 
QmC£ OF 8PB:iAt BH^ATION 

PTOQBAM8 PART III. TABLE 4 

REPORT OF: (A) CHILDREN AND YOUTH WITH CISABIUTIES EXITING 
SPECIAL EDUCATION FROM DECEMBER 1, 1992 - NOVEMBER 30, 1993 



• 


DISABILITY/AGE 


BASIS OF EXIT: 


MULTIPLE DISABILITIES 




14 


15 


16 


17 


IS 


19 


20 


21 


224 


(A) RETURN TO REGULAR EDUCATION 




















(B) QRADUATK>N WITH DIFIOMA 




















(C) ORADUATK)N THRCHiOH CERTIFK^ATiON 




















fSACHS) MAXIMUM AQE 




















{F)orro 




















(F) MOVED. HOI KNOWN TO BE CONTINUING 




















(Q)C»«H»FEDOUT 




















(H) TOTAL (OF ROWS A-Q) 





















BASIS OF EX'T: 


DISABILITY/AGE 


ALL DISABILITIES 


14 


15 


16 


17 


16 


19 


20 


21 


224 


(A) RETURN TO REGULAR EDUCATION 




















(B) ORADUATK>N WITH C^PtOMA 




















(C) GRWUATION THIKKIQH CERTIFICATION 




















(D) REACHED MAXIMUM AQE 




















(E)DIEO 




















(F) imve?. NOT KNOWN TO BE CONTINUING 




















(O)DroPFEDOUT 




















(H) TOTAL (OF fKWS A-Q) 





















ERJC 
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42 



